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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Final office action Is in response to Applicant's amendment filed September 
14, 2006. Claims 1. 5. 6, 11, 12, 16, 17, and 22 have been amended. Claims 1-22 
are pending. 

2. The previously pending objection to the abstract has been withdrawn. 
The previously pending objections to the drawings have been withdrawn. 
The previously pending rejections to claims 1-22 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 

paragraph, have been withdrawn. 



3. Applicant's arguments filed September 14, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication In this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Clainns 1-3. 5, 9, 1 1-14. 16, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Meystel et al (USPN 6,102.958). 
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As per claim 1 , Meystel et al disclose a method for integrated decision support 
(i.e., multiresolutional decision support system 10, column 9. lines 17-21), 
comprising the steps of: receiving a plurality of decision inputs (i.e., data 16 is input 
into the system 10, column 9, lines 21-25); converting a first plurality of said received 
decision inputs to a plurality of graph representations (i.e., multi-valued graph 
representation, column 16, lines 25-27); converting a second plurality of said 
received decision inputs to a plurality of mathematical representations (i.e., a 
statement of rules formed and organized by the module 32, wherein the module 
comprises means for extraction of data, the extraction comprising a standard 
algorithm, column 10, lines 9-21 ); decomposing said converted first plurality of said 
received decision inputs and said converted second plurality of said received 
decision inputs to a plurality of sub-problems (i.e., the organizational subsystem 20 
organizes infonmation for use by modeling system 22, column 9, lines 37-40); 
detecting a plurality of strongly-connected components associated with said plurality 
of subproblems (i.e., modeling subsystem 22 detemnines functional relationships of 
the organized data, column 9, lines 40-42), each of said plurality of strongly- 
connected components representing a connection between at least two of said 
plurality of sub-problems (i.e., system 10 broken down into a plurality of subsystems, 
each subsystem including one or more operational modules, column 9, lines 35-37); 
and solving said plurality of sub-problems (i.e., behavior generation subsystem 24 
generates control commands, column 9, lines 42-44). 
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As per claim 2, Meystel et al disclose performing dependency propagation for 
said plurality of sub-problems; and placing said plurality of sub-problems in at least 
one predefined order for solution (i.e., developing of a multiresolutional data 
structure based on associative clusters, which transforms a provisional relational 
model into a multilevel hierarchical stmcture, column 10, lines 40-46). 

As per claim 3, Meystel et al disclose executing a graph-theoretic algorithm for a 
plurality of mathematical equations associated with said plurality of strongly- 
connected components to prevent over-constraining (i.e., hierarchical clustering 
algorithms, column 16, lines 42-45). 

As per claim 5, Meystel et al disclose detecting a plurality of dependency 
relations within said plurality of sub-problems (i.e., determination of functional 
relationships, column 9, lines 40-42). 

As per claim 9, Meystel et al disclose said plurality of decision inputs comprises 
at least one of a plurality of option selection parameters (i.e., monitoring of a plurality 
of variables of functioning constraints, column 9, lines 26-28); a plurality of equality 
relation parameters; a plurality of dependency parameters; a plurality of production 
rule parameters; a plurality of logical relation parameters; a plurality of inequality 
expression parameters; and a plurality of geometric constraint parameters. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 , 
since it is the computer-readable medium claim corresponding to the method claim. 
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Claims 12-14, 16 and 20 are rejected based upon the same rationale as the 
rejections of claims 1-3, 5 and 9, respectively, since they are the system claims 
corresponding to the method claims. 

Claim 22 is rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 , 
since it is the system claim conresponding to the method claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4, 6-8, 10, 15, 17-19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Meystel et al (USPN 6,102,958), in view of Johnston et al (USPN 
6,826,541). 

As per claim 4, Meystel et al does not disclose decomposing said converted first 
plurality of said received decision inputs and said converted second plurality of said 
received decision inputs to a plurality of mathematical equations and algebraically 
solvable graph components. Johnston et al discloses a method for facilitating 
choices among complex alternatives, wherein a statistical algorithm implemented 
involves calculation of regression coefficients (column 12, lines 38-42), including 
matrix analysis (column 14). Both Meystel and Johnston are concerned with 
improving decision making, therefore it would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include decomposing 
received decision inputs to a plurality of mathematical equations and algebraically 
solvable graph components in Meystel, as seen in Johnston, as tool for making 
difficult decisions less complex (see Johnston, column 2, lines 21-26), thus making 
Meystel more effective and robust. 

As per claims 6 and 7, Meystel et al does not disclose identifying a plurality of 
simultaneous equations within said plurality of sub-problems and solving a plurality 
of numerical sub-problems and a plurality of algebraic sub-problems. Johnston et al 
discloses a method for facilitating choices among complex alternatives, wherein a 
statistical algorithm implemented involves calculation of regression coefficients 
(column 12, lines 38-42), including matrix analysis (column 14). Both Meystel and 
Johnston are concerned with improving decision making, therefore it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include identifying a plurality of simultaneous equations and solving a 
plurality of numerical sub-problems and a plurality of algebraic sub-problems in 
Meystel, as seen in Johnston, as tool for making difficult decisions less complex (see 
Johnston, column 2, lines 21-26), thus making Meystel more effective and robust. 

As per claim 8, Meystel et al disclose solving a plurality of numerical relations 
subproblems with a numerical solution algorithm (i.e., process of local interpolation, 
column 18. lines 21-24); and solving a plurality of logical relations subproblems with 
a logical inference solution algorithm (i.e., leaming algorithms implemented by 
collection and integration of experiences, column 15, lines 62-65). Meystel et al 
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does not disclose solving a plurality of geometric relations subproblems with an 
algebraic solution algorithm. Johnston et a! discloses a method for facilitating 
choices among complex alternatives, wherein a statistical algorithm implemented 
involves calculation of regression coefficients (column 12, lines 38-42), including 
matrix analysis (column 14), Both Meystel and Johnston are concerned with 
improving decision making, therefore it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include solving a 
plurality of geometric relations subproblems with an algebraic solution algorithm in 
Meystel, as seen in Johnston, as tool for making difficult decisions less complex (see 
Johnston, column 2, lines 21-26), thus making Meystel more effective and robust. 

As per claim 10, Meystel et al does not disclose solving a plurality of 
simultaneous equations with a Newton-Raphson algorithm or Modified Gram- 
Schmidt algorithm. However, the Newton-Raphson algorithm and Modified Gram- 
Schmidt algorithms are old and well known in the art, therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include Newton-Raphson algorithm or Modified Gram-Schmidt algorithm In Meystel, 
as an efficient means of solving simultaneous equations, thus making Meystel more 
efficient and robust. 

Claims 15, 17-19 and 21 are rejected based upon the same rationale as the 
rejections of claims 4, 6-8 and 10, respectively, since they are the system claims 
corresponding to the method claims. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. In the Remarks, Applicant argues that the cited references do not teach or 
suggest converting a second plurality of said received decision inputs to a plurality of 
mathematical representations. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Meystel et al 
disclose a finite set of information assembled in association with search and retrieval 
algorithms (column 15, lines 57-62). In addition, Meystel et al disclose a statement 
of rules formed and organized by the module 32, wherein the module comprises 
means for extraction of data, the extraction comprising standard algorithm (column 
10, lines 9-21 . As such, the statement of rules and algorithm are both mathematical 
representations. Moreover, contrary to Applicant's assertion, Meystel et al does not 
state that mathematical representations are not used. Rather, Meystel et al simply 
states that it does not use a predetermined mathematical model or algorithm, but 
Instead a fluid provisional data structure (column 3, lines 3-12) and that it eliminates 
the stage of mathematical abstraction and parameter identification (column 21 , lines 
59-63). As such, neither cited portion precludes Meystel et al from teaching 
Applicant's invention. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Boyce whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6726. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 
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Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infomiation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infonmation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 



adb 

December 9, 2006 





